tion). The Cultural Industries Research Centre's next conference, "Content Convergence and Cultural Diversity," will be held in conjunction with the Banff Television Festival in Banff in June 2002.
The conference call for papers sought the answers to questions such as: • What is the role of public broadcasters in the coming century?
• What kinds of content should public broadcasters be showing?
• What sources of funding are appropriate for a public broadcaster?
• Will there be adequate funds for public broadcasters?
• What role should public broadcasting play in new media? • How will public broadcasters adapt to a digital environment?
• Will public radio survive in a digital environment?
• What role will educational broadcasting play in a digital environment?
• Can public broadcasters use international co-production more effectively?
• Do public broadcasters in non-English speaking territories face unique problems? • Is a global or a local orientation more appropriate for a public broadcaster?
The participation of academics from around the world permitted a truly global examination of the problems and proposed solutions. This global diversity is reflected in the papers in this special issue of the Canadian Journal of Communication.
The challenges and opportunities which now face broadcasters and policymakers are different in different countries. And so too are the needs, interests, and desires of different sections of the potential audience for public service broadcasting. The mass media are becoming de-massified. More services, more choice between services, increased specialization, branding services for specific target audiences, and increasing substitutability between media (e.g., Web-casting for broadcasting, electronic news for printed news, video cassettes and pay per view for cinema) means that it is harder and harder for public service broadcasters to live up to their own and society's expectations of them. That is, to be what they were through their long quasi-monopolistic heydays, a universal national service offering all things to all people. Whether in fact or in the polite fictions of official policies, broadcasting acts, and the like, the time of monopolies and quasi-monopolies is past.
Technological change has certainly played an important role in putting public service broadcasting into question. Satellite transmission, cable, and Web-casting have all successively seemed to de-legitimize some of public service broadcasting's key claims to public funding, notably its provision of diversity and innovation. Not only is there more choice between services (and, arguably, more diversity in programming) but in exercising choice between alternative channels and service providers, viewers and listeners have characteristically migrated away from public service broadcasting.
But public service broadcasting is also the victim of a pervasive disenchantment with public provision of goods and services itself. The striking efficiency gains that liberalization has realized in a host of sectors from telecommunications to air transport, from retailing to energy, means that more and more credence is given to Adam Smith's model of the public interest being best achieved through the pursuit of a host of individual private interests. If our need for bread is best supplied through a host of bakers pursuing their private interests why should our need for broadcasting-whether for education, entertainment, or information or to maintain a high idealistic, cultural, and artistic level and characterized by trustworthiness, impartiality, and objectivity-not be equally well supplied by more and more private broadcasters maximizing their profits?
Public service broadcasters face increasing competition. The inexorable force of the European Treaty's commitment to "ever closer union" means that the Treaty's competition-based rules for economic activity will, the Amsterdam Protocol notwithstanding, come to bear on broadcasting ever more strongly and thereby further put public service broadcasting in question. In America and Australasia similar changes are arising from the creation of regional multi-national free trade zones. Perhaps the force of these trends is overstated. European public service broadcasters are deeply embedded within their sustaining societal contexts. It is sometimes too easy to underestimate their durability and legitimacy. The Economist stated: "By 2000, it is difficult to believe that Britain will need tax-financed 'public-service' television any more than it needs tax-financed 'public-service' newspapers or book publishers today" ("The Future of the BBC," 1994, p. 17) . It is easy to overstate the strength of the forces for change which bear on public service broadcasting.
The parallel with newspapers and books is illuminating, but not in the way The Economist intends. The newspaper market is concentrated to a level that worries many (and, in some countries, is subsidized). The book market is almost everywhere heavily subsidized even if not explicitly so. Many writers are dependent on research or other public funding, postal concessions abound, and (in the U.K.) all books are zero rated for VAT, as the GST is called in the U.K. This suggests that even in notionally untrammelled print media markets, a significant level of public intervention exists and that, explicitly or implicitly, many societies recognize that "free" markets do not always serve the public interest.
Yet, we ask pervasively, why should public service broadcasting continue? An unwelcome question, but one which all publicly funded bodies need to explicitly pose. For public bodies, not least public service broadcasters, are insulated from the ruthless mechanisms which force closure of redundant organizations in the private sector. There are still good arguments for public service broadcasting in spite of technological change and disenchantment with public sector provision. But if public service broadcasters are to realize their collective potential for a continuing future, they must change. For both opportunities and threats have changed in the radically new media orders we see emerging throughout the world. Public service broadcasting has the opportunity to renew itself by building closer relationships with its users and, indeed, eroding the distinction between those who send and those who receive. It can do so by becoming more open, more account-able, and more interactive. But it can only realize this opportunity if it meets the threats of competition and competition-based regulation. Public service broadcasting must be clearly defined, clearly efficient, and clearly consistent in applying its principles. If so, there are good prospects for public service broadcasters to celebrate their centenaries in the 2020s.
Market failure
Viewer and listener behaviour has clearly signaled that public service broadcasters have historically undersupplied entertainment and underestimated the value users attach to choice. But, salutary though this hard lesson has been, the sum of individual choices does not always produce a socially optimal outcome. Markets tend to undersupply goods and services which provide benefits over a longer term than that in which individuals make purchasing or investment decisions (why pay extra for something which will be valued after one's death, even if others will enjoy extra utility, when for less one could purchase something which will be valued over one's lifetime?). And they also tend to undersupply goods and services whose benefits accrue to all rather than only to those who pay for them. It is for these reasons that almost all market advocates recognize that there is an important role (although the difficulty of agreeing how big that role should be is legendary!) for public provision in education, research, infrastructure investment, and so on.
Markets fail, both in a general technical sense and also because trade relationships are unable to fully express and represent all the aspirations of consumers and citizens. Not least because people do not enter markets equally endowed with the means to express their preferences. But there are also quite specific reasons why media and information-including broadcasting -markets fail more than most markets do. De Long & Froomkin (1998) have argued that what is increasingly called the "new economy," notably, the information sector (including broadcasting), is not based on what they identify as the "three pillars" of the market system: excludability, rivalry, and transparency. Others have also observed that media markets have an intrinsic tendency to fail (see Collins, 1997 Collins, , 1998 Garnham, 1994; Graham, 1999) .
Not only does broadcasting fail to fit the standard paradigms of neo-classical economics-it is a failed market-but it is a failed market where failure has positive social consequences. (We draw here on arguments made in Collins, 1997 , 1998 .) De Long & Froomkin (1998 contend that the "new economy" is an economy of non-excludability and non-rivalry. Free to air broadcasting well exemplifies these characteristics: it is non-excludable and non-rival-a particular kind of market failure sometimes called a public good. One person's consumption of a broadcast does not deny another a consumption opportunity. If I eat an apple it is not available for someone else to eat whereas if I watch a television program it is still possible for others to watch it. Moreover, the marginal cost of adding an extra viewer or listener to a broadcast is, in most cases, zero or close to zero. This means that welfare is maximized by free to air, unencrypted broadcasting, by program sharing and exchanges between broadcasters, and by many of the other arrangements which public service broadcasters have evolved-in Europe largely through the European Broadcasting Union.
Whereas subscription broadcasting is more costly than free to air broadcasting and excludes non-subscribers from consumption opportunities that they could enjoy without disadvantaging any other consumer, it is in some sense made excludable and there is a cost to doing so. And when programming that was formally available via free to air broadcasting migrates to subscription broadcasting, viewers and listeners experience an actual loss of welfare. When programs are encrypted, rather than broadcast free to air, even though no-one may be aware of being deprived, society loses. Welfare is reduced because some, who could consume at zero cost, are deprived of the opportunity to do so. A public good is converted into a private good. Thus, social benefits arise from the technical failure of broadcasting markets. Social losses arise from the forced conformity of broadcasting markets to neo-classical prescriptions.
On the other hand, the benefits of enabling consumers to signal their preferences, and the intensity of their preferences, through price under a subscription system may outweigh the welfare loss attached to a subscription system. But there are limits to which even subscription broadcasting markets can be made to conform to the neo-classical paradigm because there is a further form of broadcasting market failure which applies no less to subscription than to free to air systems. Economic theory recognizes the existence of goods which confer long-term benefits but which no individual thinks worth paying for. Examples of this class of good, known as merit goods, include high culture, scientific research, and education. Because free markets tend to undersupply merit goods, it is generally accepted that there is a legitimate role for the state in providing them -hence, public funding for education, the arts, research, and so forth. This is a particularly important consideration for broadcasters because free to air broadcasting provides an efficient way of delivering these merit goods to many final consumers. Conversion of broadcasting markets to subscription markets, although enabling viewers and listeners to signal their preferences via price, does not solve the problem of undersupply of merit goods. Moreover, there is no evidence to suggest that viewers and listeners would welcome the loss of cheap table d'hôte services in exchange for à la carte services, however superior an à la carte service might be in theory.
However, the social value of merit goods and the benefits potentially conferred by public service broadcasting setting a quality threshold can only be realized if the services charged with these mandates is widely consumed. Unless public service broadcasting is watched and heard its merit goods are as nothing. As the great Canadian public broadcaster, Sydney Newman, who had so positive an impact on public service broadcasting in the U.K., stated, the "cost of art in our kind of society has to be in relation to the number of people whose imagination it will excite" (Newman, 1974, p. 46) . There is little point to public funding of merit goods if they are consumed by few. Public service broadcasting cannot succeed unless it is popular. It cannot therefore be consigned to a ghetto at the margins of the market, filling the gaps disdained by profit-maximizing broadcasters.
Profit-maximizing broadcasters will not extend services to potential consumers when the anticipated revenues that may accrue from serving these viewers and listeners are less than the costs of doing so. Hence, the public service broadcasting mandate to provide two kinds of universal service: geographical universality and program and audience universality. Geographical universality is achieved through the extension of transmission to communities where the costs of providing service exceed the revenues earned. Program and audience universality is achieved by serving all, the poor as well as the rich, with a range of programs, including those which may be unprofitable.
And in imperfect markets-and few actual markets work as well as neo-classical theory suggests they should -public intervention in the market can provide a quality threshold below which rival commercial providers of goods and services sink only at their peril. The presence of an effective and efficient public service provider can therefore improve the quality and character of all goods and services in the relevant market benefiting all consumers, even those who do not directly use the public service. The innovative Web sites pioneered by European public service broadcasters such as ZDF (in conjunction with important commercial partners) and the BBC testify to the important role public service broadcasters can play in standard setting and stimulating demand for high quality services (see URL: http//:zdf.msnbc.de and URL: http//:www.bbc.co.uk).
Broadcasting and information markets-even if they satisfied all the stipulations of neo-classical economics-will never be markets like any other. Unlike markets for steel or shoes, broadcasting and information markets are markets where the outcomes have an inescapable impact on social solidarity and citizens' ability to make informed decisions about their political, economic, and social lives. A privately owned, profit-motivated media organization can never be free of the danger of its owners exerting improper influence over its services in order to promote commercial interests. However, one has to recognize that some public broadcasters are less independent of government than they are sometimes perceived to be and that others are rightly perceived to be unduly influenced by government. The standard defined by the President of the European Broadcasting Union, Albert Scharf, that "public service broadcasting as it exists in Europe today is, by definition, independent of government and parliament" (Scharf, 1994, n.p.) is honoured in the breach as well as the observance.
Efficiency
If public broadcasters must be independent so, too, must they be efficient. Indeed, they probably cannot be independent of government unless they are efficient. Requirements for some forms of market testing and benchmarking are explicit in European regulation. For example, Article 5 of the Television without Frontiers Directive prescribes that either 10% of transmission time or 10% of program budget be reserved for European independent production. In the U.K., the independent quota is set at 25% of transmission time and, together with other market-opening measures (notably the BBC's introduction of internal markets and outsourcing options through the Producer Choice policy), has led to an estimated 28% cost saving (David Docherty, BBC Deputy Director of Television, in a statement to the London School of Economics Media Group, June 3, 1997).
This is not to propose universal adoption of the paper-chase that Producer Choice's contractual relationships within the BBC has introduced; only to acknowledge that, even in the highly imperfect instance of Producer Choice, there are real benefits to be seized through outsourcing, benchmarking, and the improved management information that comes through pricing. But whatever the funding mechanism adopted by national public service broadcasters in Europe, cost savings are inescapably important. For everywhere licence fee funding is likely to decline relative to the volumes of advertising and subscription revenues enjoyed by commercial broadcasters. The U.K. consultancy, Zenithmedia, estimated that European television advertising finance will rise by 50% in the decade between 1994 and 2004, and subscription finance is estimated to rise by a factor of 6 in the same period, that is, by 600%. No-one expects licence fee finance to rise by such a proportion! Moreover, public service broadcasters' share of broadcasting advertising expenditure has declined from 44% in 1990 to 28% in 1994 (Zenithmedia, 1995, p. 5) . In consequence, the quality and attractiveness of public service broadcasters' programming relative to that of commercial competitors cannot but decline. Broadcasting, and public service broadcasting in particular, is locked in a curious contradiction. One of the strongest rationales for public service broadcasting is the failure of broadcasting markets. But one of the most striking recent phenomena in this domain is the demonstration of the effectiveness of markets in promoting the efficient operation of broadcasters.
Popular and democratic public service broadcasting
The combination of barriers to entry, economies of scale, and incentives to integrated distribution networks suggests that broadcasting (broadly defined including cable, Web-casting, and other hybridized forms of electronic content delivery) markets will continue to fail and that public service broadcasting remains an appropriate means to redress market failure. This means that we need public service broadcasting, but not necessarily the public service broadcasting we now have. A new generation of public service broadcasters-and the co-incidental reassessment of public service broadcasting by a number of governments suggests that we could be at the end of one era of public service broadcasting and the beginning of another-should both be clearly accountable to the publics they serve and independent of government. And there are considerable opportunities for repositioned and reinvented public service broadcasters in new media markets.
Important though media innovations have been in changing patterns of consumption, new media seldom replace established media completely. Throughout the history of electronic media, successive technological revolutions were supposed to replace the existing medium. Radio and cinema survived the television; the cinema has revived with competition from video. In each case, the incumbent medium changed, adapting to new circumstances by focusing on its core capaci-ties: news and music on the radio, a night out at the cinema. If the past is a guide to the future, public service broadcasters will both need to meet the communications revolution by concentrating on core capacities as well as by seizing the opportunity to build new roles.
Broadcasting's flow model of distribution (Williams, 1974) , where consumers pay for a range of choices and express their satisfaction, or otherwise, over time, is a response to a basic characteristic of media goods. Unlike other frequent purchases, such as groceries or washing powder, viewers cannot know before paying whether they will be satisfied by a particular program. As the cornucopia of programs and services swells, consumers are likely to value increasingly a trusted service provider to select, package, and "authenticate" the flow of products they consume. The more choice there is, the more likely it is that viewers and listeners will value a trusted source. Public service broadcasting's core capacities and unique selling points converge around the notions of authoritativeness and trustworthiness. These are public service broadcasting's key competitive advantages.
These considerations point to public service broadcasting services which are independent of vested economic, social, and political interests; are trustworthy because authoritative as well as independent; which fulfill a broadly educational mission by enabling citizens and consumers to know what they need to know to participate fully in all their communities' social, commercial, and political issues, and at national, global, and local levels; and are innovative in discharging their mission in new media as well as in old. But there are two dangers implicit in this formulation. First, it is subjective and represents norms which may not be widely shared. Secondly, and a related concern, perfect performance of any or all of these mandates is socially useful only in so far as the services in question are not only valued but actually used.
Public service broadcasting must be popular if it is to be effective. That means it must reach the many, not just the few. An exacting challenge, for people have very different tastes, interests, and consumption behaviors. Public service broadcasting must therefore strive to reach those who largely escape it-for example, young people-as well as those who form its core user communities, which tend to be old (or very young). As the Dutch public broadcaster Nederlandse Omroepprogramma Stichting (NOS) recognizes, "Public broadcasting is associated with effort, commercial broadcasting with relaxation. Young people in particular are turning away from the public broadcaster. … A public broadcasting system that wishes to play a significant role in society must have a significant audience" (NOS, 1999, p. 2) . It is not easy to be a successful public service broadcaster now, particularly because the yardstick against which public broadcasters are often measured is one formulated when competition and choice were very much less developed than they now are. But the conclusion that if circumstances have changed, so must public service broadcasting change seems inescapable.
A program for change
What then should be done? People should be able to feel that public service broadcasting is theirs. The mass media, by definition, have been organized as "one to many" systems and public service broadcasting has often reinforced people's sense of being talked at. It is indelibly associated with the pulpit and the classroom. New media, as several public service broadcasters have recognized, provide striking opportunities to break out of this "take what you're given" mode. But organizational changes also offer public service broadcasters the chance to build new relationships of partnership, identification, and sense of shared ownership which involve viewers, listeners, and Web surfers-indeed, which make receivers into senders.
Here, too, the Dutch model is suggestive. Although the Dutch model may not translate successfully to other countries, the principles of pluralism, elective accountability, and openness on which it is based do, potentially, offer lessons to other countries. Dutch public broadcasting was traditionally based on a series of "broadcasting societies" whose membership was drawn from the "pillars" of Dutch society, that is, from the different religious and political communities which made up an internally differentiated Dutch society. Although this model is often now seen as outdated (and the new Dutch Media Act promises to make major changes) it testifies to the strong traditions of public accountability and user involvement in Dutch public broadcasting. Comparable principles, manifested in a different institutional form are present in the United States' system of National Public Radio (NPR) and Public Broadcasting Service (PBS) where, close viewer and listener involvement and identification with NPR/PBS is promoted not through formal elections but through fundraising drives. (In 1990, more than 23% of NPR/PBS revenues were raised from subscribers [derived from U.S. Department of Commerce, 1991, and PBS, 1992] .) Instead of Governors appointed by politicians, instead of indirect (and often effectively blocked) channels of accountability between those who control broadcasting and those who use and pay for it, let us have more open, explicit, and accountable systems of broadcasting governance. There are admittedly real difficulties in identifying the constituencies which might elect and/or be represented by Governors.
2 Although answers are likely to be very different in different countries, the responsibility of public service broadcasters to be accountable to those whom they serve and the formidable opportunities in building identification between themselves and their users suggests that this problem, difficult though it is, should not forever be parked in the "too hard" basket.
Even if no system of direct democracy is to be established, much can be done to make broadcasting governance more transparent. Regular public consultation on policy issues; a body explicitly established to identify and represent user interests; publication of invitations to fill Governors' positions, of the criteria for appointment, and of the applications of short-listed candidates can all feasibly be implemented. The management objectives for the public broadcasters, performance indices, and periodical evaluations of performance might also be put into the public domain. Some modest progress towards this goal has been made by the BBC (see BBC, 1993 BBC, , 1997 and by NOS, which includes NOS making "public its entire plan" (NOS, 1999, p. 6; see also le Grand & New, 1999) . And, although individual charitable giving is less well embedded in most European societies than in the United States, the individual donations which do much to build identification with public broadcasting, to sustain NPR/PBS, and, even more, to give legitimacy to public broadcasting in the U.S. might also be emulated elsewhere.
Conclusion
Public service and the market are often opposed. But this is a false choice. The real issue is the appropriate relationship between public service and the marketwithin broadcasting organizations and in terms of societies' overall media ecologies. There must be a place for public service broadcasting in this century. But that place will be different from the place public service broadcasters enjoyed last century. The nature of the place will depend on the choices made by public service broadcasters themselves, or which governments make for them, as much as on the forces exerted by technological change and commercial competition. The prospects are good if change is embraced rather than resisted.
Research reported in this special issue
Turning to the fruit of the conference, this special issue includes five articles and four research in brief contributions drawn from the papers submitted and presented at the conference.
In the spirit of zero-based budgeting, Hoskins, McFadyen, & Finn examine what the Canadian broadcasting system would look like if there were no CBC. Given digitization, convergence, and the development of the Internet, what programming would be provided and what programming would be missing? Would we create such a public service broadcaster now, and would the benefits be greater than the costs? If we would invent a CBC, what would be its focus? Their examination of these questions concentrates on CBC English Television, and provides a target consistent with the direction Robert Rabinovitch appears to be moving.
In contrast, Murray explores a cultural capital perspective, and explores the case for a closer link with and co-ordination between educational and cultural roles at both the theoretical and operational levels. The paper concludes that what is needed is a shift from public interest rhetoric to a democratic rights-based discourse. Such a shift in the conceptual underpinnings of cultural policy implies radical decentralization of control within the CBC. New models of democratic cultural governance are needed to reclaim public broadcasting.
Kozolanka examines the circumstances surrounding the recent threatened privatization of TVOntario. She concludes that, although privatization has been forestalled for now, the shift from "general-audience" to "educational" programming may only have left TVOntario as a niche broadcaster without a niche. The TVOntario experience raises general questions about hybrid models of broadcasting.
Steemers compares the difficulties facing even the best-placed publicly funded broadcasters in Germany and the U.K. in trying to carve out a redefined remit, while simultaneously securing additional funding sources which do not compromise that remit. In both countries, the immediate future of public service broadcasting is seen as secure, but the longer-term future is less certain. The BBC is seen as set to become more reliant on commercial revenues, bringing it into greater competition with commercial rivals and increasing the questioning of licence fee funding. German public stations, having followed a strategy of expansion, are seen as wishing to pursue a similar commercial strategy and widening collaboration with third parties, but have suffered a setback in on-line co-operation with a ban on advertising. Regulatory uncertainty remains for both sets of broadcasters, particularly over the European Commission's powers to examine the public service broadcaster remit in the light of competition rules.
Heath uses personal interviews with station directors and staff to explore the progress made by the state-owned Ghana Broadcasting Corporation's recently opened regional FM radio stations. While the new stations are expanding and enhancing its public service mandate, institutional structures and scarce financial resources combine to prevent the Corporation from becoming independent of vested interests: government, commerce, or NGOs.
Turning to the research in brief section, two short reports examine policymaking from a more forward-looking perspective. First, Wheeler examines the British Labour Government attempt to establish the national regulatory structures through which to supervise the virtual economy, that is, the converging ICTs and the audiovisual industries. It focuses on the Department of Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) and Department of Trade and Industry's (DTI) jointly produced 1998 Green Paper Regulating Communications: Approaching Convergence in the Information Age (CM4022).
Second, Brown examines the Mansfield Review, which contains a number of far-reaching recommendations for the role and functions of Australia's ABC, as a case study of a contemporary independent inquiry into a public service broadcaster. He analyses the recommendations of Mansfield's report, evaluates the extent to which the recommendations have been implemented, and assesses the current operations of the ABC to determine the impact of the Mansfield Review on the Corporation.
The two remaining reports examine the evolution of public service broadcasting in transition environments. First, Jackel examines the enormous changes that have taken place in the Romanian audiovisual landscape in the last 10 years. Under the Ceausescu regime, Romanian Television was part of a powerful propaganda machine. Key moments of the December 1989 "Tele-Revolution" uprising were broadcast live. A regulatory authority was set up in 1992 and audiences can now choose between public and/or private broadcasters, 40% of Romanian households are cabled, and satellite television and thematic channels are also gaining ground.
Second, Wilkinson & Lu examine the evolution of a minority language radio service introduced by Radio Television Hong Kong just 3 months before the Mainland takeover. They describe how the Putonghua Channel has experimented with various types of block and niche programming to try to meet the needs of RTHK's three audiences: mainlanders assimilating to Hong Kong, Cantonese-speaking Hong Kong people wishing to learn the language of the Mainland, and overseas Chinese in Hong Kong wanting to learn about what is happening in Mainland China.
On the whole, the papers in this collection provide more description of the present than forecasts of the future. They reaffirm that public service broadcasting around the world is surprisingly diverse, but that there are opportunities to learn from each other.
In closing, we would like to thank Peter Senchuk, President of Future-One Inc., the co-organizer of the conference, who was primarily responsible for organizing the industry panels, as well as the Cultural Industries Research Centre at the University of Alberta, the Banff Television Festival, the Banff Centre for the Arts (New Media Institute), and the sponsors of the conference whose contributions made it a success, namely Canadian Heritage, Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, and the Government of Australia, Department of Communications Information Technology and the Arts. (Collins, 2000) . 2. For a discussion of this question in a U.K. context, see Collins & Purnell (1995) . For a detailed account of the "citizens' juries" model canvassed there, see Stewart, Kendall, & Coote (1994) .
